nature of matter as a kind of being (ens)-the De prima rerum materia contains a long discussion of that topic. Yet an exhaustive discussion of Zabarella's attempt to bring this nature to light would distract us from observing the way in which his method of regress us is present in the treatise on prime matter. In fact, Zabarella himself makes a distinction that justifies my treatment of the issue when he points to two different ways of thinking about matter. There are, he writes, two considerations (considerationes), or notions (notiones), of matter. In brief, we can think about matter absolutely as it is in itself, or we can think about it relatively, that is, as a principle of other things:
Some things are attributed to a man insofar as he is a man, and other things are attributed to him insofar as he is a father. So too, some things are attributed to matter according to its fIrst notion and as a being [ens] , but other things are attributed to it in terms of its second notion insofar as it is a principle and referred to other things. 2 While I shall explain the importance of this distinction and its philosophical significance in the third part of the essay, for now it is sufficient to note it as providing an explanation for the focus of what follows.
As a final prelude to the discussion of matter and methodology, it is worth pausing to notice Zabarella's general procedure in the De prima rerum materia. After disentangling some issues in a debate between Scotists and Thomists concerning the idea of prime matter in God's mind, Zabarella essentially dismisses the topic: "But let us abandon theological disputation about this issue .... My purpose [consiliuml is not to dispute in a theological manner [Theologice] , but in an Aristotelian one [Aristotelicel. "3 In fact, Zabarella never wanders too far from an Aristotelian orbit concerning any philosophical problem, and he makes clear his goal for the treatise on prime matter when he says that by the end of the work "I shall have endeavored (if I can) to make clear the truth and the opinion of Aristotle about prime matter."4 The obvious reading of this goal is that the truth and Zabarella's account of Aristotle's opinion are one and the same. We receive striking confirmation of Zabarella's unswerving commitment to Aristotelian language when he writes:
We say properly and absolutely that substances are generated and corrupted, but we say less properly and, as they say, relatively [secundum quid] , that accidents are generated and corrupted. For if water is generated from air, we say simply [simpliciter] that water comes to be. But if water comes to be warm from cold water, we do not say simply that the water comes to be, but that the water becomes warm. Hence, we conclude [colligimus] that the same 80 J r SOUTHIZABARELLA AND PRIME MATTER change [mutatio] in accidents can be called both generation and motion [motus] because of various considerations. For we can call that warming of the water 'generation' insofar as something warm comes to be from what is not warm, having been formed [formatum] by something having been taken away [privatum] . But insofar as there is a passage [transitus] from cold to warm, from form to form, and, as they say from something positive to something positive, to that extent it is called motion [motus] .5
In addition to introducing us to some terms central to his ensuing discussion, this passage, with its iterations of "we say" and "as they say," also has about it the unmistakable air of an invitation to, or even an initiation into, a way of thinking about the issue of change. Placed just prior to Zabarella's discussion of the existence of prime matter, it also shows that he recognizes that there is a strong connection between the phenomena associated with change and the introduction of prime matter. That connection will prove crucial to my explication of Zabarella's account of prime matter.
Induction and the Existence of Prime Matter
In his De regressu, Zabarella sets forth a scientific methodology known as regressus. The outline of the theory looks simple enough. There are three steps involved. Having noticed some effect existing in nature, we ask about the cause of that effect. We then proceed to demonstrate the existence of that cause through a demonstration showing that the cause exists. Zabarella calls this first demonstrative argument either a "demonstration quia" or a "demonstration from an effect." But this demonstration only gives us knowledge that a cause exists, while we are left unsure of the nature of the cause. Consequently, we consider the nature of the cause, coming to some understanding of its nature. Once we have clarified the nature of the cause, we can use that known cause to argue back to the effect in a demonstration that shows why the effect follows from the cause. This latter demonstration Zabarella calls a "demonstration propter quid."6 Zabarella summarizes regress us in the following way: "It is a certain sort of reciprocated demonstration such that after we have demonstrated the unknown cause from the known effect, we convert the major premise and then demonstrate the same effect through the same cause, so that we might know why it is.''7 Of course, this is only meant as an overview. By actually looking at the example of prime matter, we will gain a better sense ofZabarella's project.
In the third chapter of the De prima rerum materia, Zabarella attempts to prove the existence of prime matter. He entitles the chap-ter "Concerning the Discovery of Prime Matter" (De Inventione Primae Materiae), though "discovery" may be a misleading way of thinking about what Zabarella is really doing, if by discovery we mean something along the lines of a modem view of experimentation. 8 As with many of his technical terms, it is best to let any definition emerge from its use. So, when Zabarella claims to discover the existence of prime matter, he does so with the following argument:
(1) Where there is substantial change, there is a subject matter.
(2) In all natural bodies, there is substantial change.
Therefore,
In all natural bodies, there is a subject matter.9 He accepts the second premise as obviously true, but recognizes that the first premise is anything but obvious. He notes that the subject of the generation of air from water is not at all apparent to the senses. By contrast, it is quite evident to the senses that the subject stays the same when cold water becomes hot. So, while there is no problem with recognizing one subject underlying any accidental change, he needs to show how we can produce an argument that would also hold for cases of substantial change. This very short argument raises quite a number of issues and we need to proceed cautiously here. He is clearly accepting as a base-line assumption that substantial change exists-e.g., air becomes water-on the basis of sense. Zabarella is not in the business of calling into question such Aristotelian starting points. Thus, he tells us that the minor premise is obvious (manifestum). Yet it must be admitted that calling the premise "obvious" only makes sense within an Aristotelian framework, so we should recognize that "obvious" is ultimately a theory-laden term for him. What proves to be obvious is merely that which Zabarella already knows as a good Aristotelian. The lesson here is that it may be more important to see how Zabarella proves the existence of matter than to worry about whether the proof actually succeeds. Zabarella already knows prime matter exists, but the discovery of prime matter is very much a methodological issue related to explaining what he knows.
Moving on to the major premise, then, how can we know it to be true? Zabarella argues that we need a broader claim that will apply to the more particular claim of the argument's major premise. What we need, in fact, is to show that: (4) A subject is required in all cases of change. If that can be shown to be true, then it can be shown that:
(5) There must be a subject for substantial change.
" SOUTHIZABARELLA AND PRIME MATTER And (5), of course, is simply (1) slightly restated. Zabarella is thus pinning his hope on the possibility that by starting with the most obvious case of change requiring a subject-that is, easily observable accidental change-we can come to know by a certain proportion (proportione quadam) that a non-observable subject is required for substantial change. 10 The process by which we can move from accidental change to all change is characterized as "induction." He provides us with a description of the role induction can play in acquiring the knowledge that will justify the major premise: "This is the power [vis] of demonstrative induction: that from the enumeration of some particulars, the essential connection [essentialis connexus] of the predicate with the subject comes to light [in lucem] from which we know it to be so in the remaining particulars."l1 For this reason, then, Zabarella plans to make use of a demonstrative induction designed to elicit knowledge of a universal proposition. Again, though, this description of induction is theoretically rich, and in order to see the point of his argument for the major premise, we would do better to pay attention to his methodology. That methodology rests on an elaborate foundation of types of knowledge.
Zabarella recognizes four levels of knowledge. The basis for distinguishing such levels is two-fold. On the one hand, the type of knowledge is indexed to the role of the known object within a theory. So, those objects that are effects are known differently than those that are causes. On the other hand, cognition itself can be of two types: confused and distinct. Zabarella summarizes:
We cognize the effect confusedly when, without cognition of its cause, we know the effect. We cognize the effect distinctly when we cognize it through the cognition of the cause. Indeed, the former is called cognition that it is, the latter why it is, and at the same time what it is, since it is the same thing to cognize what it is and why it is .... Now the cognition of a cause is also sometimes confused and sometimes distinct. Indeed, it is confused when we cognize that it is, but are ignorant about what it is, but it is distinct when we cognize also what it is, and penetrate into its nature. 12 From this four-fold distinction, it should be clear that there is no such thing as knowledge simply speaking, and when Zabarella states that the minor premise of his syllogism is "obvious," we need to know exactly what the status of our knowledge of that premise is. So too, when he writes of the "power of induction," we need to know just what kind of knowledge is generated by induction.
In addition, Zabarella has given an account of the various ways in which knowledge of causes and effects can be gained. The highest form of knowledge is demonstrative knowledge, which proceeds from distinct 83 knowledge of the cause and demonstrates the necessary connection of the effect with the cause, thereby providing distinct knowledge of the effect. The other type of demonstrative knowledge is a demonstration of the cause through the effect. The first tells us what the essence of something is, while the latter merely shows that the relevant thing exists. Hence, the knowledge gained of the cause is confused in relation to its essence-that is, we do not know what it is. Zabarella summarizes:
For all scientific advance [progressus] from the known to the unknown is either from a cause to an effect or from an effect to a cause. The former indeed is the demonstrative method; but the latter is the resolutive method. There is no other process that brings forth certain knowledge of a thing. For if we advance from something to something else, neither of which is the cause of the other, it is not possible for there to be an essential or necessary connection between them. Hence, no certain cognition can follow from the advance. Therefore, it follows that there is no scientific method besides the demonstrative and resolutive ones. 1S At the same time, though, Zabarella recognizes two types of resolution. One, which is properly called a "demonstration from an effect," is used to make clear that which is exceedingly obscure and hidden. The other type of resolution starts with what we know, but where what we know needs a little additional explanation. This second type of resolution is induction. 14 The key to understanding the distinction between demonstration from an effect and induction rests on what we know by nature, where "known by nature" means that which is sensible. 15 Zabarella advances a rather broad notion of what is sensible, though, since the category of sensible things includes not only those things that are singular, but also those universals whose singulars are sensible. So, for example, the universal 'human being' can be considered sensible not because we see the universal but because individual human beings are sensible. In addition to this sortal notion of what is known by nature, Zabarella also holds that certain sorts of propositional claims are known by nature, for example, "human beings are bipedal." We need only observe an individual human being to know that any human being is bipedal. The point here is that such propositional knowledge is immediate (statim) and not inferential. Everything known by nature, whether sortal or propositional, is known by what Zabarella calls a "proper light" (proprius lumen), and such non-inferential knowledge is the result ofinduction.
By contrast, what is unknown by nature is either unable to be sensed from its singulars or requires some inferential process through 84 j r SOUTH/ZABARELLA AND PRIME MATTER which it can be known. To illustrate the sortal notions not known by nature, Zabarella points to prime matter and states that matter is not known by a proper light, but is made known by another light. In fact, since it is completely hidden from the senses, it is never known per se, but is made known through another, namely, through the notion of generation. As an example of propositional knowledge that is not known by nature, Zabarella mentions the claim that "a triangle has three angles equal to two right angles." This propositional fact is unknown by nature because the predicate cannot be discerned by the senses, but must be known through another. In other words, no matter how long we look at it, mere inspection of a triangle will never show us that these three angles before us are equal to two right angles. For that knowledge, we need a demonstration.
A natural question to ask next is what underwrites the distinction between what is known per se and what is known through another. The distinction rests on the fact that there are two different sorts of principles, namely, those that can be known directly by the senses (or through induction based on sensory experience) and those that cannot be known through the senses and must be known some other way. Now there is an ambiguity in the term ''principle," since, as Zabarella notes, there are principles of a thing, principles of a science, and principles of knowing. Despite this proliferation of different types of principles, Zabarella insists that what they have in common is that they can either be known by the senses or they must be known through a demonstration. It is the former sort of principle that can be known per se, and whether that is a principle of a science or an intrinsic principle of an existing thing, its knowledge is unmediated and induction will play a role when going beyond the knowledge of the singular.
In summary, then, the notion of induction that Zabarella possesses is a method by which we can go immediately from particular instances to the universal, whether the universal be a sortal notion or a propositional one. While it is useless in leading us to what is unobservable, it is useful, thanks to the natural light of the mind, in helping us to know the universal of which the particulars are instances. Hence, induction is merely a process by which we come to "see" the universal in the particular.
Returning now to the argument for the existence of prime matter in the De prima rerum materia, we can fill out the programmatic text from the De regressu with an actual example of Zabarella constructing an induction. The first point to stress is that in Zabarella's description of the induction that warrants the claim that a subject is required in all cases of change, he explicitly flagged that the induction would proceed by a "certain proportion." It turns out that by "proportion" he means 85 GRADUATE FACULTY PHILOSOPHY JOURNAL that the induction is based on the following analogy: Just as bronze is related to a statue, so prime matter is related to a composite substance. In addition, just as the bronze existing prior to the statue is not actually a statue, but is potentially a statue, so too prime matter grasped as prior to being informed is not actually any being (ens), but is potentially any being. 16 It must be admitted that this quick analogy seems insufficient to warrant acceptance of the universal proposition that a subject is required in all cases of change. Does Zabarella really think that induction is this easy and certain? He provides a bit more clarification by describing the type of analogy he is using:
The analogy is a proportion, which since it is a likeness of ratios [rationum] , cannot be between two [terms] (since a ratio is between two), but is between four [terms]. Hence, when we compare two ratios among themselves and say they are similar, we consider four terms (or three if one is assumed twice and takes the place of two terms). For we say that four has a double ratio to two; thus twelve has a double ratio to six. Therefore, since the same ratio exists for each, we say that twelve is related to six in this way-as four is related to two. And this is called analogy. 17 With this sense of analogy in place, Zabarella continues: "And, so, through this analogy prime matter is known since it corresponds by a proportion to the subject of accidental change. "18 Through this analogy Zabarella thinks that he can assert that there is a subject matter presupposed in all instances of change, and since that is a universal statement that shows a necessary connection between the subject matter and change, the more particular claim that there is a subject matter underlying substantial change is justified. In this way, he has his demonstration from an effect and has proven to his satisfaction the existence of prime matter. Nonetheless, the reader of Zabarella can be forgiven for thinking that this induction in support of the existence of prime matter underlying substantial change is brief and lacks a certain probative force. Is this merely a case of Zabarella having a "bland confidence"19 in the intellect's ability to apprehend necessary connections? I believe that this claim does not give Zabarella enough credit. Admittedly, he thinks that induction will get us to a universally applicable concept of change, but there is a bit more going on here than appears in the rather perfunctory induction Zabarella provides.
A clue to what is going on is given a bit later in the treatise on prime matter: "For unless we observe water cease to be and changed into air, we could know by no reason that these bodies are composed of matter and form. Instead, we would think them completely simple."2\) It is only because we observe (inspicere) natural objects changing that we can 86 .-SOUTH/ZABARELLA AND PRIME MATl'ER begin to think. about the fact that they are composites of matter and form. So, too, then, through induction, Zabarella is making the point that our knowledge of the existence of matter can arise only from a given observational experience of change. By expanding the claim that accidental changes require a subject matter into the universal claim that all change requires a subject matter, Zabarella advances to a universal claim about all change. That premise granted, and the additional observational fact of natural change, he can conclude to the existence of prime matter as underwriting natural change. While Zabarella is a realist and essentialist about natures, it does not follow that he thinks those natures are simply given by the intellect. Instead, he has shown that there is an interplay between observation, experience, and reasoning that stands behind his proof for the existence of matter. It should also be noted that he does not yet claim that the knowledge reached by induction and resolution is revelatory of the nature of matter. All he has done is show that if there is accidental change, there is also substantial change. Items in the world are not eternal, but come into being and perish. The analogy with bronze does no more at this point than explain what it is that all change has in common. After all, it is hardly implausible to call both the heating of water when it is cold and the evaporation of water instances of change.
Since he has been accused of confusion in arguing by induction to the presence of an unobservable cause, it is worth considering one more point raised by the induction Zabarella uses. 21 As we saw above, he is quite clear that induction cannot be used to argue for something unobservable, but the induction Zabarella gives does not conclude to something unobservable. All it does is suggest that there is an analogy or similarity between our observation of cold water being heated and our observation of water evaporating. Based on the similarity among these two observations, he arrives at a universal judgment about change, based on the observation of accidental change. Once he has an understanding of the similarity among types of change, thanks to analogical reasoning, he can grasp the universal major premise of the resolutive argument from the effect. It is that argument, not the induction, that is used to argue for the unobservable existence of prime matter.
Discovering the Essence of Matter
So far, we have seen, Zabarella provides a resolutive argument for the existence of matter in natural bodies based on a notion of substantial change arrived at through induction. But the proper goal of scientific methodology is to explain effects in the natural world by their proper causes. Accordingly, he must explain what exactly substantial change is through understanding clearly its proper cause. This is the final stage of the regressus, in which the major premise of its first demonstration is converted and used to show that the previously argued-for effect is, once clearly understood, the cause of the observationally known feature of the world essentially connected with the cause. In other words, we must come to an understanding of matter such that we recognize matter to be the cause of substantial change, and not just something that has an essential connection to substantial change. From the mere fact of the existence of matter, though, we are in no position to explain how it is that matter is a cause of substantial change. The next step in the theory of demonstrative regress consists in rendering the confused knowledge of the discovered nature into a distinct knowledge of the nature such that we understand it to be a cause. This task is accomplished by a "mental examination" or "consideration" (mentale examen seu consideratio) of the cause, or, in the traditional language of regressus theorists, a negotiatio intellectus. His schematic account of this mental consideration in the fifth chapter of the De regressu is justly famous. He continues using prime matter as his example:
In the first place, he [Aristotle] explained how matter differed from privation, for it is the function of matter to stand under contraries, and to receive them, but it is the function of contraries to drive one another mutually out of the same matter. Therefore, matter remains beneath both contraries and is never destroyed. And since the principle of all natural bodies, which must be matter, also must be suited to receive every form and every privation, therefore, according to its proper nature, matter must be committed to no form, no definite nature, and no affection, but free of and immune to all these, since what appears within prevents the attachment of any extraneous thing to it. Matter must, then, according to its own nature, lack every form and possess the capacity to receive all forms. This is, without doubt, the nature of matter, that it be nothing in actuality, but all things potentially, for all things fall under it. 22 A bit later he continues:
We easily come to know that such matter is a cause of generation because it has the power of receiving every form, and it prescribes no certain form for itself, but is equally suited to receive a form and its privation. Therefore, it happens that nothing having matter can be perpetual, but is necessarily at some time corrupted, and from it another is generated. 23 I have quoted these two passages at some length not only because of their importance in determining the shape of Zabarella's regress argument concerning the essence of matter, but also because it has been 88 claimed that the second passage follows from the first, only because of a "startling illogicality" on Zabarella's part. 24 I am not so sure. One reason why I worry about too quickly accusing Zabarella of illogicality is that the discussion of the distinct knowledge of matter as a cause is given in much greater depth in the treatise on prime matter than in the brief discussion of the De regressu. Putting that consideration aside for the moment, though, I am not certain that there is even an illogicality present in the De regressu since there is another crucial claim that connects these two passages:
Now, what led us to this knowledge is first that confused knowledge of matter that was previously given, and then that comparison with generation by which it was discovered. Thus we learn little by little what place matter has in generation and what its function is so that we may distinguish it from the functions of other principles. Once the function is known, the individual conditions come into the light that are necessary for it to be able to serve a given function. 25 Zabarella does not try to argue from the fact that matter is pure potentiality to the claim that matter is the cause of generation -that is, substantial change-without any intermediate step. It is only if the intermediate step does no useful work for the argument that we could claim an illogicality. But the intermediate step is precisely the famous mental consideration of the regress us theory, and Zabarella makes it quite clear in the passage quoted immediately above that the mental consideration involves learning ''little by little" the nature of matter and that learning can only be done by discovering matter's function. Subsequently, from a discovery of its function, the conditions of matter become clear through an extended investigation. It is only after this lengthy consideration that we can say that we know distinctly the nature of matter as it is the cause of substantial change. This lengthy consideration is not given in the De regressu, though, and the reader of Zabarella must tum to the treatment of the nature of matter in the De prima rerum materia for a full example of a mental consideration. Hence, I will defer a decision about Zabarella's illogicality for now, instead turning to his attempt to take the confused cognition of matter previously discovered through the demonstration from an effect and clarify it in such a way as to render his knowledge of matter distinct.
The Mental Consideration of the De prima rerum materia
The purpose of the mental consideration is to provide us with the nature and conditions (conditiones) of the cause. Arriving at a distinct knowledge of this cause, we can then demonstrate why an effect follows from its cause. This is an important consideration, since it shapes the 89 entire focus of Zabarella's investigation. The effect that he is trying to understand is substantial change. And what he wants to prove is that prime matter explains substantial change. He can do so only if he can show, by mental consideration, that we can assert that where matter exists, there is substantial change. That is, he must show that the major premise of the demonstration from the effect is convertible. At the same time, he can take for granted the conclusion of his proof for the existence of matter, so that he knows that there is a connection between matter and natural bodies. Thus, we have the following argument:
(1) Where there is matter, there is substantial change.
(2) In natural bodies there is matter. Therefore, (3) In natural bodies there is substantial change. The mental consideration that Zabarella elaborates on in the De prima rerum materia is lengthy and rather technical. In what follows, I will do no more than highlight the most important points he makes in light of what he needs for the regress argument: a clear knowledge of the nature of matter that makes it convertible with substantial change.
As we saw, though, Zabarella makes a distinction between two notions of matter: matter considered as it is in itself, and matter considered as it is a principle of things. It is the latter notion that he uses for his mental consideration. Now, in considering matter as it relates to other principles of things, Zabarella tells us that there are two primary attributes of matter: privation and potency. These are, recall, the two terms he contrasts to matter in the De regressu. Thus, the extended discussion of privation and potency in relation to matter considered as a principle of things is just what one would expect in light of that programmatic text.
Privation is not to be confused with negation. Negation is the universal absence of all forms, while privation is a principle of natural things insofar as it is the terminus a quo of generation and the terminus ad quem of destruction. Accordingly, privation is always conjoined with some prior form generating that form to which the privation is opposed, and constituting in matter the potency for receiving some subsequent form. The idea here is simple enough. Privation, as opposed to simple absence or negation, occurs only when there is a transition from one form to another and the privation attached to the first form is such that the second form can actually arise from it. So, for example, it is wrong to say that a stone possesses the privation of human nature. The stone simply lacks human nature because a stone can never become human. By contrast, the privation of human nature does exist along r SOUTHIZABARELLA AND PRIME MAITER with human seed, since that seed is precisely something out of which human nature arises. Privation, then, serves two functions in an account of any change, whether substantial or accidental. 26 Given this general understanding of privation, what is the precise way in which it can be an attribute of matter? The key point for our purpose is that privation must accompany matter insofar as privation is necessary for generation. This necessity means that while matter absolutely considered can exist without privation, just as it can exist without form, nonetheless generation cannot be explained without both matter and privation. As Zabarella puts it: "It is necessary that whatever is generated is generated from matter having been deprived [privata] ."27 His point is simple enough. Any change requires matter, privation, and form. Take away anyone of these principles and no change is possible. But that just means that if we consider matter as a principle, not as it is in itself, we never find it existing without privation. In fact, Zabarella states this conclusion even more strongly: Taking matter as a principle of things, matter is always formed (formatam) and qualified (qualem) since privation and potency exist in it. 2B As this last assertion makes clear, it is not only privation that exists as a necessary attribute of matter when it is considered as a principle of things; potency is also an attribute of matter so considered. There is an immediate complication, though, in Zabarella's discussion, since he goes on to make a distinction between universal and particular potency. Matter is said to have universal potency insofar as it is indifferent to any form or privation, while it has particular potency insofar as it is determined and restricted to receive one form and not another. This latter feature of matter is not due to the nature of matter itself, but rather to an agent preparing the matter for receiving one form and not some other form. Particular potency also includes the status of matter as it is already informed, that is, as it possesses certain qualities that predispose it to develop in one way and not another. So, for example, an acorn has a particular potency to become an oak tree given its form and qualities, and, for that reason, it cannot become a cat. This distinction between universal and particular potency requires Zabarella to take into account both sorts of potency in his discussion of matter considered as a principle of things. 29 Unlike the particular potency of matter, its universal potency is merely its ability to receive all forms. This potency is the very essence of matter in its role as a principle of things. For this reason, we can say that it is because matter has the potentiality to receive all forms that it is a material principle. This universal potency, then, is as it were the nature (ratio) and form of matter, and Zabarella concludes: ''When we consider matter as a principle, the essence of matter is directed to 91 receiving a form. "30 By contrast, the particular potency of matter is not essential to it. This fact should not surprise us, since that which is accidental to something is what it does not need in order to be in potency or to exist actually. But matter does not need to be the matter of a human being to exist; it need only be the principle of something else. Since no one particular potency can prevent matter from being able to be a principle of something, particular potency is not essential. So too, matter must be able to exist without a particular potency. After all, how could it receive a particular potency if it did not already exist?31 At the same time, though, Zabarella does not want us to forget that even in the case of particular potency, we need to distinguish between the potency it has to a form and that which makes it to be the form of one kind of thing and not another. In the case of the acorn, we need to recognize that the matter of the acorn has a potency to receive the acorn's form, and as potency to receiving form, it is essential to the nature of matter, not merely accidental; it is part of the very nature of the acorn's matter considered as a principle. The accidental feature of matter's particular potency is found only in its having been prepared by some prior privation for taking on a particular form. Therefore, Zabarella thinks that even the particular potency of matter is essential to matter insofar as it is a potency to receive a form. It is only its potency to receive some particular form that is accidental to the nature ofmatter.32
Conclusion: The Essence of Matter and the Completion of the Regressus
From this brief account of Zabarella's view concerning matter as a principle of things, we can return to the question of the strength of his claim that matter is the cause of substantial change. Recall that the worry involved seeing how, from the mere assertion that matter is not a privation and does not possess any form intrinsically, Zabarella could derive a distinct knowledge of matter as the cause of natural change. By bringing in a consideration of the essence of matter from the De prima rerum materia, however, I hope to have shown that there is not a "startling illogicality" involved. In his ex professo methodological, albeit schematic, treatment of the mental consideration required for regressus, he explicitly called for an investigation of the function and conditions of the effect demonstrated through the first stage of the regressus. In his discussion of privation and potency, he has provided that investigation. That he fails to do so in the De regressu may be unfortunate, but it is an oversight amply compensated for in the De prima rerum materia.
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The account that emerges through the extended mental consideration is one in which we are led to acknowledge that matter as a principle of things has a nature such that it can explain substantial change. By virtue of its association with privation and its universal and particular potency to receive any form, it is clear that any change is dependent on matter. Thus, we can happily explain substantial change by reference to the nature of matter without the threat of startling illogicality. Indeed, we are led to see that matter must have a connection with substantial change, and that the connection must be a causal one.
Nonetheless, it is worth reflecting on why it is that Zabarella views matter in this way. And here he is quite explicit and frank. He tells us that the analogy with the statue is at the root of his choice of attributes:
For after we discover that matter exists through substantial change, we consider that it thus relates to things that arise from it, as bronze relates to the statue whose matter it is. And since the relation [ratio] of bronze to the statue is known, hence we conclude to what the relation of prime matter is to things that arise from it. For, before bronze receives the form of the statue, it is not actually, but only potentially, the statue. Therefore, since the relation of prime matter to all things is the same as the relation of bronze to the statue, matter also will not be anything actual from things, but will be all things potentially.33
This admission on Zabarella's part is striking confirmation of his thorough Aristotelian commitments. It turns out that the entire account of matter spins out of his meditation on a basic example provided by Aristotle and his use of the elaborate regress us method ultimately leads to a systematic appreciation of, and justification for, this example.
While one might wonder about the wisdom of subscribing to this account of matter in the first place, and thereby accuse Zabarella of only explaining Aristotle and not discovering for himself the truth about matter, such an accusation would not worry him. Mter all, explaining Aristotle's text and arguing in an Aristotelian manner are his stated purposes in the treatise on prime matter.34 Yet Zabarella is no mere servile expositor of Aristotle's texts despite his intentions. His account of Aristotle is deeply systematic, indeed, systematic in ways that Aristotle is not. For this reason, trying to understand one thread of Zabarella's thought requires familiarity with his entire corpus. Logical problems quickly become methodological ones, but the methodological ones presuppose accounts of knowledge and its acquisition. The ingenuity, power, and consistency of his defense of Aristotle are quite powerful rethinkings of the Aristotelian tradition. Indeed, this strikingly thorough defense of Aristotle is not one found in Aristotle's text, and 93 GRADUATE FACULTY PHILOSOPHY JOURNAL Zabarella's philosophical creativity is better viewed in this light than in any purported imperfect foreshadowing of subsequent thinkers. Moreover, I have tried to show that he succeeded-on his terms-in providing both a systematic method that would justifY his defense of Aristotle and that his extended application of that method is not obviously flawed in its logic. We might have wanted Zabarella to do something different, but he can hardly be faulted for carrying out his stated intention in an ingenious and powerful way. NOTES SOUTHIZABARELLA AND PRIME MATIER 
